Lurid tales of the criminal use of hypnosis captured both popular and scholarly attention across Europe during the closing decades of the nineteenth century, culminating not only in the invention of fictional characters such as du Maurier's Svengali but also in heated debates between physicians over the possibilities of hypnotic crime and the application of hypnosis for forensic purposes. The scholarly literature and expert advice that emerged on this topic at the turn of the century highlighted the transnational nature of research into hypnosis and the struggle of physicians in a large number of countries to prise hypnotism from the hands of showmen and amateurs once and for all. Making use of the 1894 Czynski trial, in which a Baroness was putatively hypnotically seduced by a magnetic healer, this paper will examine the scientific, popular and forensic tensions that existed around hypnotism in the German context. Focusing, in particular, on the expert testimony about hypnosis and hypnotic crime during this case, the paper will show that, while such trials offered opportunities to criminalize and pathologize lay hypnosis, they did not always provide the ideal forum for settling scientific questions or disputes.
INTRODUCTION
In 1894, George du Maurier (1834-96) published his sensational novel Trilby, which quickly became one of the most popular and successful novels of its day.
1 The tale's sinister foreign hypnotist, Svengali, who uses the ill-fated Trilby as a kind of musical automaton and, in so doing, does irreparable damage to both her body and her mind, became a lasting and immediately recognizable cultural metaphor for manipulation, as well as for the dangers of hypnosis and the submission of the will. 2 By strange coincidence, in the same year that Trilby was eagerly consumed by readers across Europe, a Munich courtroom provided the stage for both the prosecution of a real-life Svengali and the cross-examination of an aristocratic Trilby, whose hypnotic treatment by and sexual relationship with her low-born Slavic hypnotist had the public and the press queuing to sit in the court's public gallery.
On the first day of proceedings against the hypnotist, whose name was Czeslaw Czynski, on 18 December 1894, the Münchener neueste Nachrichten declared:
for the first time today a German court has involved itself in the much contested field of hypnotism. The Supreme Bavarian Jurors have to dispense justice in an extraordinarily difficult case especially given that not only a series of medical-scientific, but also highly important legal questions come into consideration. 3 Similarly, the Augsburger Abendzeitung remarked that the novelistic circumstances of this case had provoked both widespread general interest and great excitement in medical circles. 4 This excitement was not, however, entirely voyeuristic. As the legal journal Der Gerichtssaal made clear in a review of the expert witnesses' testimony, the Czynski case provided, at long last, a tangible example of hypnotic crime, which until Czynski's prosecution had only been discussed theoretically, but had nonetheless contributed to what many jurists regarded as an overblown fear of hypnotic criminality. 5 For jurists and doctors, therefore, the trial held out the promise of settling the much debated question of the forensic importance of hypnotism. 6 As the participants in the Czynski trial were to find, however, the courtroom -a space with its own rules and standards of evidencewas not necessarily the best forum for resolving scientific questions, although it did offer a range of opportunities for propaganda on the part of those determined to establish a medical monopoly over hypnosis.
Just as a small number of late nineteenth-century doctors and jurists expressed an interest in the intersection of hypnosis and crime, so too have a handful of modern scholars sought to explore the meaning of this phenomenon. Both historians and literary scholars have considered the proliferation of suggestion literature (scientific, forensic and fictional) at the end of the nineteenth century, in order to probe the contemporary anxiety and frisson elicited by hypnotic crime. Daniel Pick's Svengali's web, for instance, examines Trilby as a publishing sensation which, through the lens of cultural history, reveals the overlapping complex of late nineteenth-century ideas about race, gender, science and pseudoscience. 7 Similarly, Stefan Andriopoulos' book Possessed examines hypnotic crime as it manifested in late nineteenth-and early twentieth-century legal, medical and literary texts, as well as cinema, in order to understand pervasive contemporary fears about being governed by an outside force. 8 In addition, a number of studies in the histories of science and medicine have examined specific cases of putative murder or death under hypnosis. Ruth Harris, for example, has studied the 1890 Parisian trial of Gabrielle Bompard, who claimed that her involvement in a robbery murder was the result of hypnotic suggestion. Harris shows how this trial transformed into both a forum for debate over the legitimacy of the Salpêtrière and Nancy Schools' theories of hypnosis and a vehicle for claiming the necessity of a medical monopoly over healing practices. 9 Many of the same themes are evident in Emese Lafferton's analysis of an 1894 Hungarian case of death under hypnosis that resulted in the trial of a hypnotist. 10 Here, though, Lafferton shows that, in spite of expert opinion solicited from the Forensic Medical Council in Budapest, which had concluded that the accused hypnotist was responsible for the death of his subject, the court chose to ignore metropolitan authority in favour of local knowledge and personal charisma. This article, which focuses on the trial of the lay hypnotist Czynski, intends to explore a case that, while well known, has not been studied in any great depth. Providing detail of the events leading up to the trial and the testimony of the expert witnesses, it will show, like the works of Harris and Lafferton, that hypnosis trials afforded medical practitioners an opportunity to vie for a monopoly over hypnosis by pathologizing and criminalizing the work of their lay competitors. Beyond this, however, the article's principal concern is to show how the courtroom had its limitations as a forum for settling scientific disputes. While contemporaries hoped that the Czynski trial might establish once and for all the forensic implications of hypnosis, ultimately, while there existed no scientific consensus concerning the nature and power of hypnotic suggestion, it could not. Alison Adam, in her recent history of forensic science, has said, 'the courtroom was a major locus where scientists could claim or display their authority, a place where new scientific techniques could be accepted or rejected; hence it was a place where scientific knowledge was made'. 12 This is undoubtedly true but, as the Czynski trial demonstrates, it was also a place where the premature debut of new or disputed knowledge might result in the court ignoring or dismissing the expert evidence. Using the example of the Czynski trial, then, this article will maintain that, while the attempt to answer scientific questions or resolve scientific disputes in judicial contexts could be professionally rewarding, it could equally be a frustrating and futile experience, given that the court's own questions and standards of proof were often far removed from those of the experts whom they called upon to testify.
CRIME AND HYPNOSIS
The contemporary fascination with hypnosis, suggestion and crime in late nineteenth-century Germany, as elsewhere in Europe, manifested itself in medical works on hypnosis, newspaper reports on trials involving altered states of consciousness, sensation novels like that of du Maurier in which unscrupulous hypnotists abused helpless somnambulists, and criminological works that considered the forensic importance of hypnosis and suggestion. This interest had begun to develop in the 1880s, at which time both the German public and the medical community were introduced to the strange effects of hypnosis and suggestion by stage mesmerists such as the Dane Carl Hansen, who combined older mesmeric techniques with the hypnosis of the Scottish physician James Braid. 13 Shortly after Hansen's dramatic exhibition of his suggestive powers, interest in hypnosis was further stimulated by demonstrations held at the Salpêtrière Hospital in Paris and the Medical School at Nancy.
14 While the Salpêtrière School, led by Jean-Martin Charcot, maintained that susceptibility to hypnosis was a pathological concomitant and signifier of hysteria, and the Nancy School of Hippolyte Bernheim argued that the hypnotic state was a benign product of suggestion with the potential to heal, the debate between these two schools convinced a group of young German physicians to study hypnotism and led a number of them to advocate the use of hypnosis and suggestion as a form of medical therapy.
could impose his will on the somnambulist. Could someone, for example, be forced to commit a murder or a robbery in hypnosis and, if they could, what were the implications for the understanding of the individual as an independent and rational actor or for the notion of criminal responsibility? In order to answer these questions, a series of experiments were carried out at the Salpêtrière and Nancy Schools, as well as by independent researchers such as the Swiss psychiatrist August Forel (1848-1931). 17 Experiments of this sort saw somnambulists slip what they were told was poison into another person's food or use what they were assured was a pistol to shoot their victim.
Forel, for example, described an experiment conducted in the presence of the Zurich Law Society in which he put a 70-year-old man to sleep in an empty room and said to him:
Look there, B; that man standing close to us is a wicked wretch, an unmitigated rascal. Let us do for him; here is a knife (I handed him a piece of chalk). He is standing immediately in front of you; stab him in the abdomen. Evidencing great excitement, trembling, and with drawn features, he seized the chalk convulsively in his right hand, suddenly got up, and plunged the knife (chalk) with great force twice into the air. 18 In other experiments, Forel handed his subject a gun loaded with blanks and had him shoot at another doctor:
I gave an elderly, very suggestible man a revolver, after having hypnotized him; Mr. Hoefelt had previously loaded it with blank cartridges. I told the subject that Mr. Hoefelt was a very bad person, and that he was to shoot him. He took up the revolver with great determination, and fired a shot straight at the lawyer. The latter, pretending to be wounded, fell down. I told the hypnotized that the fellow was not quite dead: he must fire another shot at him. This was done without hesitation.
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Such experiments naturally created heated debate among physicians, psychologists and psychiatrists. Some researchers, particularly those associated with the Nancy School such as Jules Liégeois and Bernheim, claimed that these tests proved the possibility of hypnotic crime, while others, including Charcot and Gilles de la Tourette of the Salpêtrière, argued that the subjects in these experiments retained an awareness that the crime they were asked to commit was not a real one. 20 Furthermore, opponents of the idea that suggestion might be used to persuade someone to commit a crime against their will and inclination maintained that hypnotized subjects were unable to commit acts against their inner nature.
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While medical opinion on the question of whether someone might be hypnotically persuaded to commit a crime remained divided, there was consensus that crimes -in particular rape, robbery or bodily harm -might readily be committed against those in hypnotic states. 22 This idea was central to those medical polemics that argued for a medical monopoly over the use of hypnosis. According to these texts, mesmerists and lay hypnotists might take advantage of their unconscious patients or might damage their physical and mental health through their inexpert application of hypnosis. For this reason, and citing sensational cases in which amateur hypnosis had led to injury, sexual exploitation and death, medical hypnotists argued that only physicians should be allowed to apply this powerful and labile therapy, and that both mesmerism and lay hypnosis should be criminalized. 23 As an example of the dangers of hypnotic injury at the hands of lay hypnotists and occultists, who also tended to make use of hypnosis, one physician stated:
We ourselves have had the opportunity during the last year to observe no fewer than six people in Munich whose health has been injured by serving as mediums at the spiritualist experiments of amateurs. One of these cases concerned a journeyman tailor, a second concerned an agent and the third concerned a sculptor. All three people displayed marked signs of male hysteria that had been artificially provoked for the first time as a result of these experiments. 24 An example of how lay people were likely to abuse their power over women was provided by the same physician, who cited the case of Carl Mainone who, after a 20-hour course with a magnetic healer, used his newly acquired skill to treat the sister of his landlord's wife for her short-sightedness. During treatments he raped the young woman. 25 Given the theatrical nature of the medical and legal discourse on hypnosis, suggestion and crime, it is unsurprising that this theme was taken up by both the popular press and sensational fiction, where the possibility of hypnotic crime was used to titillate and frighten readers. Examples included Paul Lindau's stage play The other (1893), Gregor Samarow's Under a foreign will (1888), Wilhelm Walloth's Under the spell of hypnosis (1897) and Hermann Broch's trilogy The sleepwalkers (1928-32), all of which were enormously popular and went through multiple editions. 26 The irresistible hypnotist and his somnambulistic slave, examples of which included Svengali and Trilby and somewhat later Caligari and Cesare, the hypnotist and criminal somnambulist in the 1920 film The Cabinet of Dr Caligari, thus became recognizable figures within late nineteenth-and early twentieth-century popular culture.
This sensationalist literature did more than simply mimic the medical and juridical discourse on hypnosis and crime, incorporating pieces of text from work in these fields to aid in its authenticity; at the same time, it supplied physicians with fictional examples of hypnotic crime that could support their arguments against the lay use of hypnosis. Because there were a very limited number of real criminal cases in which hypnosis and suggestion featured, doctors, particularly those at the Salpêtrière under Charcot, often quite unreflectively, incorporated examples derived from fiction. 27 In other instances, scientific journals such as the Zeitschrift für Hypnotismus reviewed plays and books about hypnotic crime, commenting on how the fictional account corresponded with scientific observation. 28 This, of course, further confused the issue of whether the criminal use of hypnosis was a real threat. This medico-legal interest in hypnosis and suggestion, which stressed the dangers of these phenomena in the wrong hands, did, however, have a flipside. As early as the late 1880s we find authors such as Carl du Prel (1889) and Wilhelm Preyer (1890) advocating the use of hypnosis to enhance witnesses' memories of events which they had experienced, or in some cases suggesting that hypnosis might be used to force confessions from criminals. 29 
HYPNOTIC LOVE
In the Czynski trial, which came before the Superior Court in Munich in 1894, many of these theoretical arguments and disputes about the forensic significance of hypnosis were brought to bear on a real case and on a real Svengali. While the parallels that one can draw between the story of Svengali and that of Czynski have their limits, both involved a foreign lay hypnotist who used his skills on a vulnerable woman for personal, financial and possibly sexual gain. The sinister air that attached to both figures was also in large part a result of Crime and hypnosis in fin-de-siècle Germany 217 prejudices about class and race, Svengali being foreign, a German-speaking Pole and Jewish, and Czynski being both Slavic and the social inferior of his victim. Czynski, however, had made himself out to be a magnetic healer, rather than a musician or impresario, when he first met the Baroness Hedwig von Zedlitz und Neukirch in Dresden. 30 Having been hounded by the police in Posen for the mixture of magnetism, hypnotism and occultism he presented in public talks and private consultations, he established a hypnotic practice in the Saxon capital in 1893 in which his common-law wife acted as his medium. 31 Around the middle of this same year, the Baroness, an apparently likeable 38-year-old woman who was strongly religious and interested in spiritualism, attended Czynski's clinic seeking treatment for stomach pains and headaches. 32 Czynski's method involved hypnosis combined with laying his hands on her afflicted body parts. In the initial consultations, Czynski's partner and medium was present, but as the Baroness's treatment progressed their meetings were left unsupervised.
During one of these consultations in October 1893, Czynski took von Zedlitz by surprise by declaring his undying love for her. 33 Despite the hypnotist's unexpected declaration she reciprocated, at which point her therapy ceased, but the couple continued to meet. By the end of the year, they were engaged and their relationship had become intimate, but Czynski persuaded the Baroness not to advertise their engagement because of what he termed political considerations. In fact, Czynski's problem was that, as well as having a commonlaw wife, he was legally married and had to seek a divorce or annulment before marrying again. 34 Unable to obtain his divorce in a timely manner, Czynski decided to carry out a wedding ceremony with a fake certificate and unregistered celebrant in a Munich hotel on 8 February 1894. 35 When the Baroness's family, from whom she lived independently, finally caught wind of the wedding and came to interrogate the bridegroom, they quickly discovered that the marriage certificate was not genuine. 36 As a result, the Baroness's brother called in the police to arrest Czynski, who was taken into custody on 16 February.
THE CZYNSKI TRIAL
While Czynski was charged with a range of crimes, including forgery and the unauthorized use of several titles (including 'Dr' and 'von'), when he was brought to trial in December 1894, the central point of the case against him was the claim that he had used a posthypnotic suggestion, the memory of which had been erased by hypnosis, to create in the Baroness an irresistible love that would enable him to enter into an intimate relationship with her. 37 According to the Münchener neueste Nachrichten the suspicion of posthypnotic suggestion followed not just from the fact that Czynski had treated von Zedlitz with hypnosis, but also from the conviction that it would be exceptional for a woman of the Baroness's standing to fall in love with an adventurer and charlatan like Czynski. 38 In order to explore this claim, six expert witnesses, who the court believed possessed specialist knowledge of hypnosis and suggestion, were called to provide reports. They were: Dr Grashey, head of the local asylum, where Czynski spent some time after a suicide attempt while in custody; 39 Albert von Schrenck-Notzing, a young Munich-based psychiatrist who was one of the pioneers of the therapeutic use of hypnosis in Bavaria; 40 Professor Hirt of Breslau; Professor Preyer from Wiesbaden; Professor Fuchs of Bonn; and Dr Martius of Munich. Trained in psychiatry, these expert witnesses were given a H. Wolffram platform by the court to expound on their particular view of the role of hypnosis in the Czynski case.
While expert witnesses in Germany had a long history, reaching back to the introduction of the Constitutio Criminalis Carolina of 1532, it was not until the late nineteenth century that the role of psychiatric expert witnesses was institutionalized. This occurred following the launch of a new penal code in 1871, which allowed that a crime was not punishable if the accused could be shown by a medical expert not to have had free will during its commission (Article 51), and a revision of the code of criminal procedure that provided for the observation of a defendant in a public asylum for a period of up to six weeks for the purpose of preparing a report on their mental state (Article 81). 41 Initially included in legal proceedings in order to assess legal responsibility, by the turn of the century, psychiatrists were carving themselves a bigger niche within the forensic sphere as they were called on to answer questions on intermediate mental states, witness credibility and suggestion. This afforded them increasing opportunities to showcase their ideas and establish their expertise and authority. Expert witnesses in German courts, however, differed from those within the Anglo-American context in that they tended to be called on to testify by the presiding judge, rather than by the prosecution or defence, and often played a part in the preliminary investigation (Vorverfahren) that preceded the trial. 42 But, while psychiatrists, like those called to testify in the Czynski trial, were not the hired guns of the adversarial system, there was still plenty of room in German courts for both epistemological debate and professional rivalries that bore little direct relevance to the legal questions at hand. This was to become evident in the Czynski trial over the question of susceptibility to hypnosis.
On the first day of the trial the experts were called upon to offer opinions about how the presence of Czynski in the courtroom, while the Baroness testified, might have an impact upon her reliability as a witness. 43 The court noted that, following Czynski's arrest, von Zedlitz had continued to espouse her support and reiterate her love for him. In a statement to the state attorney, for instance, she said, 'I know and believe firmly that the accused, even if he deceived me, did this only out of love, out of unselfish love, only out of fear'. 44 It was only after several months of separation from him that it appears that she came to believe she had been betrayed. In the eyes of the experts, this proved that the Baroness had been under Czynski's hypnotic influence. For these reasons, Grashey believed it safer to keep them apart in the courtroom, as did Preyer and Hirt, all of them thinking it possible that his presence might cause von Zedlitz to revert to the role of willless automaton or reactivate the hypnotic suggestion he had ostensibly implanted in her. 45 When Czynski took the stand following this discussion, the experts examined him on his medical training and his treatment of von Zedlitz. 46 Czynski claimed that treatment had occurred in a sitting position without the laying on of hands and that he had made use of a hypnotized medium, but that he had not hypnotized the Baroness. 47 According to Professor Preyer, the transfer method that Czynski had used had long been discredited. Schrenck-Notzing, meanwhile, was interested in whether any religious or spiritualist sittings had taken place, to which Czynski said yes, although he continued to maintain that the Baroness had not been put into a will-less state and that the experts would have to acknowledge that a strongly religious and moral woman could not be hypnotized and could not have anything suggested to her. 48 These two experts, who were involved in the campaign in Germany to make illegal the lay use of hypnosis and to demonstrate the terrible consequences of both amateur hypnosis and its bedfellow occultism, sought here Crime and hypnosis in fin-de-siècle Germany to distinguish the medical use of hypnosis from that of magnetic healers and stage hypnotists and to make clear that Czynski belonged firmly in the latter camp. 49 On the second day of the proceedings, the experts also had the opportunity to ask questions of the Baroness. Dr Hirt asked her whether the defendant had ever said to her anything along the lines of 'in eight days or in a month you will do this and that', trying to ascertain whether Czynski had implanted in her any kind of posthypnotic suggestion.
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The Baroness denied this, stating that the defendant had only ever told her to think of him every day and have his image in her mind as a means of being close to him. She stressed also that sexual intercourse between them had not occurred in a will-less state.
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While Czynski had denied that von Zedlitz had received hypnotic treatment and the Baroness herself maintained that she had not for one moment lost her will, SchrenckNotzing told the court that from an expert standpoint what had occurred was still a hypnotic procedure. According to him, 60% of hypnotized people lost their ability to remember what occurred during hypnosis, while 40% retained the memory of what happened, but this became dreamlike. 52 Owing to other commitments, one of the experts, Dr Fuchs, gave his report on the afternoon of the first day. 53 Fuchs maintained that hypnosis could not be used to influence someone in an irresistible manner and that it could not be used on someone who was responsible in the psychiatric sense. 54 It would therefore be impossible for him to hypnotize the jurors or the judge or influence their wills in any noteworthy fashion. Fuchs's conclusions were criticized by the other experts, who noted both his superficial grasp of the case in hand and his lack of expertise in the area of hypnosis and suggestion. 55 In the light of this disagreement, the defence lawyer, Bernstein, sought to draw the court's attention to the disputed nature of the experts' knowledge about hypnosis, asking Fuchs whether the existence of posthypnotic suggestion remained an object of scientific debate, to which the witness replied that it was.
On the third day of proceedings, before the expert testimony, one of the witnesses to the fraudulent wedding was cross-examined. Schrenck-Notzing asked her whether Czynski had looked her in the eyes during the ceremony or whether she had felt influenced when signing the marriage certificate. 56 Although the witness denied any such contact, Preyer, somewhat of an expert on graphology as well, told the court that her signature showed signs that it had been written by someone without freedom of the will and under the influence of suggestion. 57 What followed were the reports of the experts. Dr Grashey set out for the court what he understood by the freedom of the will and argued that Czynski had used the loss of will on the part of the Baroness to have intercourse with her. He thus concluded that Czynski was guilty of a crime against morality. 58 Professor Hirt explained that the lightest hypnotic state was the most dangerous and that those who are easiest to hypnotize are those who have learned discipline, for example, military personnel. That Czynski hypnotized the Baroness despite her denial was for Hirt beyond doubt, but he maintained nonetheless that the relationship between them had not been a result of hypnosis and that Czynski was therefore not guilty.
59 Schrenck-Notzing gave details of a series of examples derived from the scientific literature of the various types and effects of hypnosis. As evidence of the hypnotic rapport between Czynski and the Baroness, for example, he stressed an incident in which she gave the hypnotist money and immediately knew from his expression that the amount was too little. In response, Bernstein asked whether someone who gave a bellboy a smaller tip than he expected must be hypnotized by this bellboy in order to be able to recognize the disappointment in his expression.
Leaving the matter of hypnotic rapport, Schrenck-Notzing went on to try to distinguish scientifically different kinds of love, at which point Grashey interjected and a long discussion took place about the extent to which love and love affairs could be considered objects within the scientific grasp. 61 For instance, Grashey, who professed much experience of observing young women in the wake of broken engagements, declared that he found the Baroness's behaviour after her separation from Czynski abnormal. 62 He concluded from this that her affection for Czynski had had a pathological character. Once again the defence lawyer intervened to express his doubt that a love story could be treated as scientifically as an infection of the lungs. 63 Science had, in his opinion, gone too far here, and he doubted the expertise of the expert witnesses in matters of love, which was much more the purview of men of art. That the Baroness had fallen for a social inferior Bernstein did not find at all remarkable, pointing obliquely to Czynski's physical appeal by asking Schrenck-Notzing whether, given the same hypnotic ability, but ugly eyes instead of appealing eyes, no hair instead of lush hair, no teeth rather than white teeth and 60 years rather than 35, he could still have had his hypnotic way with the Baroness. Schrenck-Notzing admitted that at least some sympathy between hypnotists and hypnotized was usually required for suggestion to work.
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Professor Preyer's testimony noted the manner in which the Baroness appeared immediately to fall into an altered state when she set eyes on the defendant in court. 65 He located the Baroness's suggestibility in her strongly established superstition and belief in spiritualism and amulets. While he did not regard her as hysterical, he did think that she belonged to a class of highly sensitive people who are easier to influence than those with strong wills. Preyer concluded his testimony by saying that Czynski had put von Zedlitz into a dependent state and that she would not have engaged in an intimate relationship with him if she had not been in this state, so Czynski had undoubtedly practised a criminal influence over her. 66 The main object of the closing statements in this trial was discussion of the case for and against the charge of crimes against morality. To ground his claim of guilt, the state attorney, Mahler, relied on the expert testimony of Grashey, Schrenck-Notzing and Preyer, who all said that hypnosis had occurred. He described the defendant as an egotist, charlatan and adventurer who had used criminal means to achieve his egotistic purpose. 67 Bernstein, the defence lawyer, used his closing statement to argue that interest in this case was not so much about the person of the accused and his putative crimes but much more about the fact that, in this case, for the first time, scientific theory regarding the consequences of hypnotism was supposed to be explored judicially. According to Bernstein, the theory on hypnosis was not, however, sufficiently established to have its judicial debut. 68 The defence lawyer's reading of the literature in this field had only established for him that debate still raged over the forensic consequences of hypnosis. Some experts, he said, maintained that hypnosis was all powerful, while others dismissed it as rubbish or a fad. The striking differences between the expert witnesses' statements during the proceedings (here he referred to the dissenting opinions of Fuchs and Hirt) underlined the fact that the topic was not yet sufficiently understood to be considered by the law. Finally, he reminded the jury that they would be responsible for deciding whether consideration of hypnotism should be introduced into German law. In the case before them they should regard themselves as gatekeepers of legal security and must deny entry to that which might lead to insecurity and confusion. 69 While much time had been dedicated to the experts' reports and questions about hypnosis, the verdict, when it came, reflected Bernstein's scepticism or perhaps just confusion about Crime and hypnosis in fin-de-siècle Germany the stress on hypnotism in the trial, by convicting Czynski on the charges of fraud and forgery, but not on the charge of crimes against morality. 70 Nonetheless, the Czynski case became a major example in medical, legal and criminalistic writing on the forensic significance of suggestion. 71 
CONCLUSION
At the beginning of the Czynski trial there had been three questions that appeared to confront the court: to what extent was hypnotic suggestion capable of influencing the freedom of a person's will? Could hypnotic suggestion lead to a complete loss of the will? And what position should legislation and criminal law take with regard to hypnotism? 72 Those with an interest in the forensic meaning of hypnosis fully expected that, in the course of the proceedings, answers to these questions would be forthcoming. By the end of the trial, however, these expectations had been dashed; in establishing a verdict the expert testimony had largely been ignored, legal precedent had not been set and a consensus within the scientific community about the criminal efficacy of hypnosis remained elusive. What, then, had been achieved?
The expert testimony in the Czynski case provided yet another tangible example of the dangers of hypnosis in the hands of amateurs and charlatans and strengthened the perceived links between lay hypnosis and other fringe practices such as spiritualism and occultism. It thus contributed to the campaign to have the use of hypnosis and suggestion restricted to those with medical training. The newspaper coverage in particular, but also the books and articles that appeared in the wake of the trial, helped disseminate and circulate knowledge about hypnosis and suggestion to medical and lay audiences, both within Germany and further afield. While the verdict had not reflected any decision about whether the Baroness had, in fact, been hypnotized, in popular and academic discourse around hypnotic crime the Czynski case became regarded as a prime example of the potential of hypnosis to be wielded as a weapon against the unwary and weak-willed, contributing to contemporary anxieties about responsibility and the stability of the social order. 73 For the historian, the failure of the expert testimony in this trial to establish either Czynski's criminal use of hypnosis, or the forensic significance of hypnotism more broadly, points to a less-remembered aspect of courtroom interactions between science and law. While recent scholarship has done much to show how the courtroom could provide a place to create knowledge and perform scientific authority, we should not forget that this was not a forum that experts could simply manipulate for their own ends. It was a space with its own rules and procedures that were not always tolerant, as Bernstein's criticisms demonstrate, of experts whose claims and ambitions overreached the actual parameters of their science. Courts, as Sheila Jasanoff has pointed out, can provide the impetus for new scientific knowledge, asking questions that scientists are yet to explore or remain uncertain about. 74 At the same time, however, practices of judicial gatekeeping mean that courts tend to reject expert testimony where knowledge is insufficiently established and has not gained general acceptance in the field. 75 The Munich court was thus not unusual in 1894, either in soliciting knowledge from experts in an emergent field of research or in deciding to ignore their testimony on the basis that there was not yet general acceptance among them or the broader scientific community about the nature and H. Wolffram power of hypnotic suggestion. The Czynski case was certainly not the only one in which, despite lengthy debate on the part of expert witnesses, the court chose to base its verdict on other factors, but it highlights, in a particularly salient way, the limits of legal contexts for the promotion of scientific and medical knowledge.
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